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DECI SI ON

JENSEN, Menber: This case is before the Public Enpl oynent
Rel ati ons Board (hereafter PERB or Board) on exceptions filed
by both the San Bernardino Gty Unified School D strict
(hereafter District) and the San Bernardi no Teachers
Associ ation, CTA/ NEA (hereafter Associ ation). The Associ ation
also filed a response to the District's exceptions. The
proposed deci si on of .the hearing officer is incorporated by
reference herein. 1In that proposed decision, the hearing
of ficer concluded that the District did not violate subsection
3543.5(a) by its unilateral adoption of its "Certificated Rul es
of Conduct." The hearing officer found that certain rules,

specifically Rules 2.1, 2.2, 2.4-2.6 and 4.6., were negoti abl e,



but that these particular rules were consistent with the
parties' negotiated agreenment. Further, he found that the
District did violate subsections 3543.5(a), (b) and (c)?! of
t he Educational Enploynent Relations Act (hereafter EERA or the
Act) with regard to the adoption of Rule 2.3, because the rule,
by its | anguage, is a change from the past working conditions
of enpl oyees. The hearing officer ordered that the District
return to the status quo ante with respect to the past practice
of teachers |eaving school during work hours.

The Board has carefully reviewed the record in light of the
parties' exceptions and responses thereto, and affirns the
hearing officer's findings of fact and conclusions of law only

insofar as they are consistent with this decision.

'EERA is codified at Governnent Code section 3540 et
seq. Unless otherwi se specified, all references shall be to
t he Governnent Code.

Subsections 3543.5(a), (b), and (c) provide as foll ows:

It shall be unlawful for a public school
enpl oyer to:

(a) Inpose or threaten to inpose reprisals
on enpl oyees, to discrimnate or threaten to
di scri m nate agai nst enpl oyees, or otherw se
to interfere with, restrain, or coerce

enpl oyees because of their exercise of
rights guaranteed by this chapter.

(b) - Deny to enpl oyee organizations rights
guaranteed to them by this chapter.

(c) Refuse or fail to nmeet and negotiate in
good faith with an exclusive representative.



FACTS

Bet ween March 1978 and April 1979, the Association and the
District negotiated a collective bargai ning agreenent which was
ratified by the school board on May 3, 1979. During the
approxi mate 30 negotiation sessions, neither side nade any
proposals specifically relating to the rules of conduct or
tenure.

The parties negotiated an extensive evaluation procedure as
part of their first contract adopted in 1978. The procedure
was incorporated wthout substantial change into the 1979-80
contract. The evaluation process includes joint setting of
performance objectives for each individual teacher and a broad
list of professional duties required of teachers but nmakes no
reference to discipline of teachers.

On May 29, 1979 Joseph Whodford, District director of
enpl oyee relations and chief spokesman for the District during
negoti ations, notified the Association in witing that the
District proposed to present a set of rules of conduct for
certificated enployees to the board of education for its
consideration on June 21, 1979. (See Attachnent A). These
rules were prefaced by the statenent that "violation of any of
these rules shall be grounds for disciplinary action."

M. Wodford' s letter stated in part:

as you know these rules nust be
consistent with the specific and
express terns of the contract. 1In



Article V, section 1 of the contract
the District retained the right to
termnate and discipline enployees. In
the exercise of this specifically
reserved right, the District has

devel oped these proposed "certificated
rules of conduct” as a policy, as
provided in section 1 of Article V. W
have taken great care to insure that
these rules of conduct are in
conformance with the contract and |aw.

The letter concluded by encouraging input fromthe
Associ ation. However, the District did not offer to negotiate
over the rules.

The District stipulated at hearing that it considered the
proposed rules to be outside the scope of bargai ning and/or
aut horized by the contract to be adopted unilaterally, and that
it did not offer to bargain with the Association over the
matter at any tine.

The Association sent the District a letter of protest on
June 6, 1979 vehenently opposing the District's "proposed
rules.” The letter charged, essentially, that the Association
had al ready negotiated the standards of perfornmance upon which
certificated enployees could be evaluated, the terns of which
were enbodied in various sections of the contract.

The District nonetheless presented the proposed rules, wth
slight revisions, to the board on July 19, 1979. Both
Associ ation President Royce Bell and Association Vice President
Geral d Christensen spoke to the board in opposition to the

proposed rul es.



On July 27, Royce Bell and the executive director of CTA
San Bernardi no/ Col ton Chapters, Daniel G Stubbs, net
informally with M. Wodford in his office to present their
specific objections to each of the rules. The Association's
obj ections essentially were that the rules (other than Rul es
1.5 and 2.3) were redundant, duplicative of the contract,
unnecessary, covered by existing policy and the (Education)
code, and in violation of the spirit of the contract. The
District's position was that the rules were a codification of
policies, procedures and unwitten practices that previously
existed in the District. The District understood that the
rules were redundant with existing Education Code sections,
other state codes, board policies and witten adm nistrative
procedures, but felt it was necessary to place all the rules in
one docunment and preface the rules with a statenent that
violation "of any of these rules shall be grounds for
disciplinary action.” This position was based at |east in part
upon | egal advice that the Education Code (see subsection
44932(g)) required a dismssal to be based upon witten rules
of a school board. Wodford testified that he drafted the
rules with an eye on the contract provisions so that there

woul dn't be a conflict.

The board of education adopted the rules of conduct on

August 2, 1979 and inplenmented them imediately thereafter.



O the 24 rules, the Association presented testinony with
respect to only two rules, Rules 1.5 and 2.3.2 Royce Bel
testified that his experience at two schools between 1967 and
1979 was that teachers were not required to check out when
| eavi ng canpus for school business in contrast to Rule 2.3
whi ch requires prior approval for |eaving canpus during the
wor kday. Bell also testified that while serving as the
Association's building representative for 14 years, he attended
many neetings when checkout policies at various schools were
di scussed. Based upon these neetings, he testified that
generally teachers could |eave canpus w thout prior approval
for school business reasons and that nost schools had sign-out
sheets. Wodford testified that the previous unwitten policy
required a teacher to informhis supervisor prior to |eaving
canmpus. He testified that a magjority of principals required a
ver bal acknow edgnent that a teacher was |eaving. The record
reflects that no uniformDistrict practice existed requiring

teachers to get prior approval before |eaving canpus.

Rules 1.5 and 2.3 are as follows:

1.5 Certificated enployees assigned to a
regul ar classroom shall conplete and
make avail able | esson plans as directed
by their supervisor.

2.3 No certificated enpl oyee may | eave
hi s/ her respective work site during
wor ki ng hours w thout perm ssion of
hi s/ her supervisor.



Bell also testified that, since 1967, the District had
never required himto file lesson plans. Bell taught at both
the junior high and high school levels during this period.
District witness Joseph Wodford testified that at certain
schools, particularly at the elementary level, Iesson plans
were required to be left on the desk, but that many tines they
were not provided, which sonetines caused problens when a
substitute teacher appeared for work. Wodford testified that
he had tal ked mfth principals concerning their individua
policies regarding the requirement of |esson plans. He further
testified that the adoption of Rule 1.5 has not changed the
policies of any individual school concerning |esson plans, wth
one exception. A principal at U bita School changed the
school's policy to require additional |esson plans, energency
or contingency plans. A grievance was filed and resol ved by
the principal dispensing wwth the requirenent. Simlar oral
conplaints arose at two other schools which Wodford presuned
had been solved in a like matter. The District's past practice
with respect to this requirement of |esson plans appears to
have varied from school to school with no uniform practice
District-wde. Finally, Wodford testified that he gave
instructions to his site admnistrators to continue to operate
their schools as they have in the past, and that it was not the

District's intent to set up a District-w de practice.



DI SCUSSI ON
Negotiability of Rules of Conduct

1. Super sessi on

The Associ ation excepts to the hearing officer's finding
that the subject of rules of conduct as grounds for discipline
are nonnegoti abl e.

The Association also excepts to the hearing officer's
failure to find the adoption of the rules of conduct itself a
violation, arguing that the rules are per se negotiable since
they bear a logical and reasonable relationship to itens
enunerated in EERA section 3543. 2.

In a series of cases dealing with supersession, this Board
has interpreted the supersession |anguage contained in section
3540 of EERA® to contenplate that where a proposal pertains
to a subject which is covered by the Education Code, the

negotiability of that proposal is not precluded so long as it

3Section 3540 of the Act in relevant part states:

.. . Nothing contained herein shall be
deened to supersede other provisions of the
Educati on Code and the rules and regul ations
of public school enployers which establish
and regulate tenure or a merit or civil
service systemor which provide for other
met hods of adm ni stering enpl oyer-enpl oyee
relations, so long as the rules and
regul ati ons or other nethods of the public
school enployer do not conflict with lawfu
col l ective agreenents.



does not directly conflict with the Code.* Unless the
statutory | anguage clearly evidences an intent to set an
inflexible standard or insure immutable provisions, the
negotiability of a proposal is not precluded, provided it
relates to an itemwthin the scope of negotiations.

Educati on Code Sections 44932 and 44933 provide a schene of
grounds for the dism ssal of certificated enpl oyees. The
District's statenent that "violation of any rules shall be
grounds for disciplinary action" certainly enconpasses the ful
range of disciplinary action. Education Code subsection
49932(g) authorizes dism ssal of a permanent certificated
enpl oyee for:

Persistent violation of or refusal to obey

the school laws of the state or reasonable

regul ati ons prescribed for the governnent of

the public schools by the State Board of

Education or by the governing board of the

school district enploying him
The other subsections of Education Code section 49932 set forth
mandatory criteria to be utilized in the dism ssal of permanent
certificated enpl oyees. Subsection 49932(g), however, includes
reasonabl e regul ations prescribed for the governnent of the

public schools by the governing board of the school district.

This provision is discretionary in that it does not set forth

“Jefferson School District (6/19/80) PERB Decision
No. 133; Heal dsburg Union H gh School District (6/19/80) PERB
Deci si on No. 132.




specific nmandated criteria. W therefore conclude that the
determ nation of the negotiability of the rules of conduct as
they affect the inposition of disciplinary action is not
precluded by direct conflict with any mandatory provision of
the Education Code. No evidence was presented at the hearing
whi ch denonstrated such a conflict. Since supersession has not
been denonstrated here, the appropriate test to determne the
negotiability of these rules of conduct is our scope test

enunci ated in Anahei m Union H gh School District (10/28/81)

PERB Deci si on No. 177.
2. Scope

Subsection 3543.2(a) of the EERA sets forth the scope of
representation and, in relevant part, states that:

The scope of representation shall be limted
to matters relating to wages, hours of

enpl oynent, and other terns and conditions
of enploynment. "Terns and conditions of

enpl oynent” nean health and wel fare benefits
as defined by Section 53200, |eave, transfer
and reassignnent policies, safety conditions
of enpl oynent, class size, procedures to be
used for the evaluation of enployees

I n Anahei m Uni on Hi gh School District, supra, we stated

t hat :

. a subject is negotiable even though
not specifically enunerated if (1) it is
logically and reasonably related to hours,
wages or an enunerated term and condition of
enpl oynent, (2) the subject is of such
concern to both managenent and enpl oyees
that conflict is likely to occur and the
medi atory influence of collective
negotiations is the appropriate neans of

10



resolving the conflict, and (3) the

enpl oyer's obligation to negotiate would not

significantly abridge his freedomto

exerci se those managerial prerogatives

(including matters of fundanental policy)

essential to the achievenent of the

District's m ssion.

Disciplinary action, particularly termnation, may have a

di rect inpact on wages, health and wel fare benefits, and other
enunerated terns and conditions of enploynent since such action
may reduce or elimnate entitlenment to those enunerated itens.
Thus, rules of conduct which subject enployees to disciplinary
action are subject to negotiation both as to criteria for
discipline and as to procedure to be followed. The unilateral
adoption of such rules therefore violates the enployer's duty
to notify the exclusive representative and provide it with an

opportunity to negotiate.®> San Franci sco Community Coll ege

District (10/12/79) PERB Decision No. 105; San Mateo City

School District (5/20/80) PERB Decision No. 129; Pajaro Valley

®This action arose prior to the 1981 amendrment to section
3543. 2 of the EERA which adds subsection 3543.2(Db):

(b) Notwi t hstandi ng Section 44944 of the
Educati on Code, the public school enployer
and the exclusive representative shall, upon
request of either party, nmeet and negotiate
regardi ng causes and procedures for

di sci plinary action, other than dism ssal,
affecting certificated enpl oyees. If the
public school enployer and the exclusive
representative do not reach nutual
agreenent, then the provisions of section
44944 of the Education Code shall apply.

We do not therefore consider its effect on scope.

11



Unified School District (5/22/78) PERB Decision No. 51; NLRB v.

Katz (1962) 369 U.S. 736 [59 LRRM 2177]. The nere conpilation
of already existing District rules or policies would not
constitute a unilateral change.

The NLRB and this Board have stated that the "status quo"
agai nst which an enployer's conduct is evaluated nust take into
account the regular and consistent past patterns of changes in
the conditions of enploynent, holding that changes consi stent
with past practices are not a violation of the "status quo"” and

are thereby lawful. Davis Unified School District et al.

(2/ 22/ 80) PERB Decision No. 116; Pajaro Unified Schoo

District, supra; Stratford Industries, Inc. (1974) 215 NLRB 682

[88 LRRM 1240].

The District maintains that it did not commt an unfair
practice by its adoption of the certificated rules of conduct
because the rules were nerely a codification of existing
policies, procedures and practices. Furthernore, the District
argues that the adoption of Rule 2.3 did not constitute a
unilateral action on a matter within the scope of
representation because the record clearly shows that it was
inmplemented in a nmanner consistent with past practice.

O her than testinony by Wodford that the Association's
primary objections to the individual rules of conduct were that
they were redundant, duplicative of the contract, unnecessary,

etc., the Association presented evidence of past practice with

12



respect to only two rules, Rule 1.5 (requirenent of |esson

pl ans) and Rule 2.3 (leaving the worksite during working
hours). Since no evidence of past practices was presented as
to the other 22 rules, and given the uncontradicted testinony
of District witness Joseph Whodford that there was no change in
past practice as to these rules, we find that the Association
did not neet its burden in proving that there was a unilateral

change in past practice as to those 22 rules.

The testinony regarding Rule 1.5 establishes that there was
a unilateral change in the adoption of the rule. The
requi rement of |esson plans apparently varied from school to
school. The District argues that since Rule 1.5 inposes the
requi renent to conplete and nmake avail able |esson plans only as
directed by the supervisor, and since all District site
adm nistrators were instructed to operate their schools as they
had in the past, this rule was adopted in accordance wth past
practice. However, Rule 1.5 on its face, gives tota
di scretion on the part of the supervisor to require |esson
pl ans at schools which fornerly had no such requirenent. The
fact that there was a grievance filed and two oral conplaints
| odged over inplenentation of Rule 1.5 also indicates that its

adoption constituted a change in past practice.

Simlarly, with respect to Rule 2.3, the record establishes
that there clearly was a unilateral change in the adoption of

the rule. Prior to its adoption, there was no uniformDistrict

13



practice with regard to teachers getting prior approval before
| eaving canpus. Rule 2.3 on its face prohibits enpl oyees from
| eavi ng the work site without perm ssion of his or her
supervisor. Although District witness Wodford testified that
he gave instructions to his site admnistrators to continue to
operate their schools as they had in the past, and that it was
not the District's intent to set up a District-wi de practice,
the |anguage of the rule itself was a variation from past
practice and, as such, constitutes a unilateral change in past

practi ce.

Applying the scope test to both Rule 1.5 and Rule 2.3 we
find both rules to be logically and reasonably related to the
enunerated terns and conditions of enploynent. Rule 1.5 is
logically and reasonably related to hours because it is a
mandat ory job requirenent which may necessitate the
certificated enployee to put in additional work tine to prepare
the newy required |esson plans which were previously
unrequired. Rule 2.3 is certainly logically and reasonably
related to hours of enploynment in that it nmay inpact on
enpl oyees' lunch or break periods or other non-duty time. By
denying teachers the right to | eave the prem ses wthout
perm ssion during non-duty time, the policy, in effect,

modi fies the workday.® It is therefore related to hours.

®The rule on its face, prohibits leaving the worksite
during "working hours" wthout perm ssion. "Wrking hours"

14



Secondly, given the possibility of disciplinary action
t aken agai nst an enpl oyee pursuant to these rules, the subject
is of considerable inport and concern to enpl oyees. Managenent
al so has an interest in having its policies and rules set forth
clearly, in witten form enabling nmanagenent to better
adm nister and regulate its operations while at the sane tine
providing its enployees with a clear statenment of District
rules and policies. Thus, Rules 1.5 and 2.3 are of concern to
bot h managenent and enpl oyees, and given the conpeting
interests, these rules are likely to generate conflict. The
medi atory influence of collective negotiations is the
appropriate nmeans of resolving that conflict. The negotiating
process provides the necessary framework for clarifying the
meani ng of particular rules of conduct, for the discussion of
di sciplinary procedures and for the pronotion of stable

enpl oynent rel ations.

Finally, the enployer's obligation to negotiate would not
significantly abridge his freedom to exercise those manageri al
prerogatives (including matters of fundanental policy)
essential to the achievenent of the District's mssion. The
District maintains its inherent right to initiate discipline,

and can exercise its discretion in the determ nati on of whether

denotes the entire period between begi nning and ending tine of
a shift, including non-duty tine such as lunch and breaks.
Essex International (1974) 211 NLRB 112 [86 LRRM 1411].

15



a rule violation warrants the inposition of a particular
penalty. Therefore, it is found that Rules 1.5 and 2.3 are
within the scope of representation and would find that the
District had an obligation to negotiate with respect to those
rules. The District's unilateral adoption of Rules 1.5 and 2.3
constitutes a violation of subsections 3543.5(a), (b) and (c)
of EERA.
RENVEDY
Certain aspects of the hearing officer's order were not
excepted to by either party. Except as otherw se indicated,
those matters in his order not excepted to and therefore not
considered here are adopted by the Board.’” W have
considered the District's exceptions as to renedy and find them
to be without nerit. Therefore, we adopt the foll ow ng ORDER
ORDER
Upon the foregoing facts, conclusions of law and the entire
record in this case, it is found that the San Bernardino Gty

Unified School District has violated subsections 3543.5(a), (b)

"The Board's remedial authority is found in section
3563. 3, which provides:

The board shall have the power to issue a
deci sion and order directing an offending
party to cease and desist from the unfair
practice and to take such affirmative
action, including, but not limted to, the
rei nstatenment of enployees with or wthout
back pay, as will effectuate the policies of
this chapter

16



and (c) of the Educational Enploynent Relations Act by

unilaterally adopting work rules which can subject an enployee

to disciplinary action. It is hereby ORDERED that the

District, its governing board, and representatives shall:

A. CEASE AND DESI ST FROM
(1) Failing and refusing to neet and negotiate in good

faith with the exclusive representative by unilaterally

adopting rules of conduct leading to disciplinary action

wi t hout providing the exclusive representative an opportunity

to negotiate thereon.

(2) Denying the San Bernardino Teachers Association,
CTA/NEA its right to represent unit nenbers by failing and
refusing to nmeet and negotiate about these rules of conduct.

(3) Interfering with enployees because of their exercise
of their right to select an exclusive representative to neet
and negotiate with the enployer on their behalf by unilaterally
adopting these rules of conduct.

B. TAKE THE FOLLOW NG AFFI RMATI VE ACTI ON WHI CH | S NECESSARY TO
EFFECTUATE THE POLI CI ES OF THE EDUCATI ONAL EMPLOYMENT
RELATI ONS ACT:

(1) Reinstitute the status quo ante regarding the past
practice regarding the requirement of [esson plans and the past
practice of teachers leaving school during work hours. If the
District desires to adopt any rule of conduct on this subject
whi ch inpacts working conditions within scope, it shall give

notice, and upon request fromthe Association, negotiate in

17



good faith regarding substance and procedure regarding that
rul e.

(2) Wthin ten (10) workdays follow ng the date of service
of this Decision, post at all school sites, and all other work
| ocations where notices to enployees customarily are placed,
copies of the Notice attached as an appendi x hereto. Such
posting shall be maintained for a period of 30 consecutive
wor kdays. Reasonable steps shall be taken to insure that said
notices are not reduced in size, altered, defaced or covered by
any other material.

(3) Wthin ten (10) workdays follow ng the date of service
of this decision, notify the Los Angeles regional director of
the Public Enployment Relations Board, in witing, of what
steps the District has taken to conply herewith. Continue to
report in witing to the regional director periodically
thereafter as directed. All reports to the regional director

shall be served concurrently on charging party herein.

This Order shall become effective inmmediately upon service.

Chai rperson G uck and Member Tovar concurred,.

18



APPEND| X

NOTI CE TO EMPLOYEES
POSTED BY ORDER OF THE
PUBLI C EMPLOYMENT RELATI ONS BOARD,
An Agency of the State of California
After a hearing in which all parties had the right to
participate, it has been found that the San Bernardino Gty
Unified School D strict violated the Educational Enploynent
Rel ati ons Act by taking unilateral action in its adoption of
Rules 1.5 and 2.3 of its certificated Rules of Conduct, w thout
nmeeting and negotiating in good faith wth the exclusive
representative, the San Bernardi no Teachers Associ ation
CTA/NEA. It has further been found that this sane course of
action interfered wwth San Bernardino Cty Unified School
District enployees' exercise of rights protected by the
Educati onal Enploynent Relations Act. As a result of this
conduct, we have been ordered to post this notice, and we w |
abi de by the follow ng:
A.  CEASE AND DESI ST FROM
(1) Failing and refusing to neet and
negotiate in good faith with the exclusive
representative by unilaterally adopting
rules of conduct leading to disciplinary
action.
(2) Denying the San Bernardi no Teachers
Associ ation, CTA/NEA its right to represent

unit nmenbers by failing and refusing to neet
and negoti ate about these rules of conduct.



(3) Interfering wth enployees' right to
negotiate collectively through their
exclusive representative by unilaterally
adopting these rules of conduct.

B. TAKE THE FOLLOW NG AFFI RVATI VE ACTI ON WHI CH
| S NECESSARY TO EFFECTUATE THE PCLI CI ES OF
THE EDUCATI ONAL EMPLOYMENT RELATI ONS ACT:

Reinstitute the status quo ante regarding
the past practice regarding the requirenent
of lesson plans and the past practice of

t eachers |eaving school during work hours.

If the District desire to adopt any rule of
conduct which inpacts working conditions
within scope, it shall give notice, and upon
request fromthe Association, negotiate in
good faith regarding the substance and
procedure concerning that rule.

SAN BERNARDI NO CI TY UNI FI ED SCHOOL DI STRI CT

By:

Aut hori zed Representative
Dat ed:

THS IS AN OFFIC AL NOTI CE. | T MUST REMAIN POSTED FOR THI RTY
(30) CONSECUTI VE WORKDAYS FROM THE DATE OF POSTI NG AND MUST NOT
BE REDUCED I N SI ZE, DEFACED, ALTERED OR COVERED BY ANY MATERI AL.



Attachnent A
PERSONNEL

CERTI FI CATED RULES OF CONDUCT

Pur pose

The Board of Education expects that all enployees hol ding
positions that require State certification conply with the
rules set forth in this policy. Cassified enployees are
governed by rules and regul ations prescribed by the Personnel
Comm ssion. It is not the intent of the Board of Education
that these rules be exclusive, but that they suppl enent the
school laws of the State, regulations prescribed for the
governnent of the public schools by the State Board of
Education, and other regulations adopted by the San Bernardi no
Cty Unified School District. Violation of any of these rules
shal |l be grounds for disciplinary action.

1. Enpl oyee bl igations and Responsibilities

1.1 Al certificated enpl oyees shall keep accurate
records. This shall include, but not be limted to,
student attendance, student progress, student
di sci pline, etc.

1.2 Al certificated enpl oyees shall conplete and tinely
submt all projects, reports, and forns as directed by
their supervisor; including, but not [imted to,
attendance reports, grades, enployee cause of absence,
etc.

1.3 Certificated enpl oyees are responsible for all
students in their charge, and shall not |eave students
unsupervi sed. :

1.4 No certificated enpl oyee shall adm nister corporal
puni shnent to any student unless the established
procedures prescribed by the Board of Education are
f ol | owed.

1.5 Certificated enpl oyees assigned to a regular classroom
shall conplete and nake avail able |esson plans as
directed by their supervisor.

1.6 No certificated enpl oyee shall release any information
or records designated by law or the District as
confidential to any person or organization except as
provided in District policy governing the rel ease of
confidential information and records.



CERTI FI CATED RULES OF CONDUCT

1.7 Certificated enployees are required to report all
i ndustrial accidents and accidents involving students
to their supervisor or designee, or other appropriate
District admnistrator within twenty-four hours of
occurrence.

1.8 Certificated enpl oyees shall conply with all policies
and procedures of the District.

2. Enpl oyee Attendance and Working Hours

2.1 Al certificated enployees shall report to work as
designated by the D strict.

2.2 Al certificated enployees shall remain at work until
the conpletion of the workday as designated by the
District.

2.3 No certificated enployee may |eave his/her respective
work site during working hours w thout perm ssion of
hi s/ her supervi sor.

2.4 Certificated enployees shall not apply for or obtain a
| eave of absence under false pretenses. Leaves nmay be
used only for the purposes for which they are obtained,

2.5 Certificated enployees shall only use sick |eave for
aut hori zed purposes.

2.6 Certificated enployees shall report to work at the
expiration of any |eave of absence.

3. | nsubor di nati on

3.1 Certificated enpl oyees shall follow orders and
directives given by their supervisor.

3.2 No certificated enployee shall use abusive or obscene
| anguage directed toward other enployees of the
District. This shall include any derogatory, racial,
or ethnic remarks.



CERTI FI CATED RULES OF CONDUCT

4. M sconduct

4.1 No certificated enpl oyee shall possess, use, or be
under the influence of any illegal drug or narcotic,
as defined under State or Federal law, or narijuana
while on duty or on school prem ses.

4.2 No certificated enpl oyee shall possess, use, or be
under the influence of any al coholic beverage while on
duty or on school prem ses.

4.3 Certificated enployees shall not knowingly falsify any
work records or enploynent fornmns.

4.4 Certificated enployees shall not sleep while on duty.

4.5 Certificated enployees shall not use abusive or
obscene | anguage in the presence of students and/or
parents. This shall include derogatory, racial, or
et hni c remarKks.

4.6 Certificated enployees shall not participate in any
strike or work stoppage or otherw se wthhold services..

4.7 Certificated enployees nmay snoke only in designated
areas.

4.8 Certificated enployees shall not park their
aut onobi | es on school sites except in designated areas..



